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PD change scenario)? The authors are encouraged to provide a estimation of uncertainty introduced. 
We have conducted several repetitions in order to

for the blue (see also the last part of the §5 of the Massabò et al 2016 paper).
5) Line 277. Regarding the BrC mass determination using the method reported in Massabò et al. (2016) , did the author considered laser-temperature correction (Jung et al., 2011) ). If so, BrC reported using this approach is overinterpretation of the data. 7) The BrC determination approach described in Massabò et al. (2016) lacks physical meanings.
The OC/EC split by the laser signal in the thermal optical analysis depends on two assumptions: (i) pyrolyzed organic carbon evolved before native EC during the oxygen stage.
(ii) pyrolyzed organic carbon and native EC have the same MAC. However, both of these assumptions had been proved invalid Yu et al., 2002; Subramanian et al., 2006) . The approach that author used is a paradox: On one hand the authors report a MACBrC that is larger than MACEC. On the other hand, the laser correction process itself is based on the assumption that MACBrC=MACEC=MACPOC. In that sense, the carbon fraction corresponding to the different laser split time cannot be considered as BrC mass.
The paper Massabò et al. 2016 
Technical comments:
1) The figure quality needs to be improved. For example, for comparison of the same quantity/parameter, the X and Y range should be the same and the aspect ratio of the plot should be 1:1.
In the final version of the paper, a full (graphical) revision of the figures will be given. 
